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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO

STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
STEPHEN ROBERT JONES,
)
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 44994
KOOTENAI COUNTY NO. CR-16-22597
APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Steven Robert Jones appeals from the district court’s Judgment and Sentence. Mr. Jones
asserts that the district court abused its discretion by sentencing him to an excessive sentence
without giving proper weight and consideration to the mitigating factors present in this case.
Furthermore, he asserts that the district court abused its discretion by denying his Rule 35 motion
for a reduction of sentence.
This Reply Brief is necessary to address the State’s erroneous assertion that Mr. Jones did
not supply new or additional information in support of his Rule 35 motion.
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Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
The statement of facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated in
Mr. Jones’ Appellant’s Brief.

They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are

incorporated herein by reference.

ISSUES1
1.

Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed, upon Mr. Jones, a unified
sentence of five years, with three and one-half years fixed, following his plea of guilty to
eluding?

2.

Did the district court abuse its discretion when it denied Mr. Jones’ Idaho Criminal Rule
35 Motion?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Denied Mr. Jones’ Rule 35 Motion For A
Reduction Of Sentence
The State has asserted that “Jones provided no new evidence in support of his Rule 35
motion.” (Respondent’s Brief, p.4.) “When presenting a Rule 35 motion, the defendant must
show that the sentence is excessive in light of new or additional information subsequently
provided to the district court in support of the Rule 35 motion.” State v. Huffman, 144 Idaho
201, 203 (2007).
Contrary to the State’s assertion, Mr. Jones did supply the district court with new or
additional information in support of his Rule 35 motion. Mr. Jones supplied the district court
with two letters, a copy of a kite requesting treatment, and testimony at the Rule 35 hearing.
1

The State’s arguments related to Issue I were unremarkable. As such, Mr. Jones does not offer
any argument on reply to address this issue.
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(R., pp.60. 70-71; Augmentation: Notice of Filing of Additional Materials for Rule 35; Tr. 7/717,
p.6, L.8 – p.7, L.7.)

Specifically, Mr. Jones noted his desperate need for programming.

(R., p.60.) At the Rule 35 hearing, Mr. Jones testified that he had been trying to get into
programing and treatment while in custody, but had been unable to do because of his parole
eligibility date. (Tr. 7/717, p.6, L.8 – p.7, L.7.)

In one of his letters, he noted that he was

ashamed of himself, had a desire to turn his life around, and wanted to participate in
programming. (R., p.71.) He also wrote that he had a sober living arrangement and employment
set up for when he is released and reminded the court of his involvement in the “Genesis
Process.” (R., pp.70-71.)
Based upon this new or additional information, Mr. Jones asserts that the district court
could properly review his underlying sentence, and in so doing, abused its discretion in denying
his Rule 35 motion.
CONCLUSION
Mr. Jones respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district court for a new
sentencing hearing.

Alternatively, he requests that the order denying his Rule 35 motion

be vacated and the case remanded to the district court for further proceedings.

DATED this 12th day of December, 2017.

_________/S/________________
ELIZABETH ANN ALLRED
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender

3

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 12th day of December, 2017, I served a true and
correct copy of the foregoing APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF, by causing to be placed a copy
thereof in the U.S. Mail, addressed to:
STEPHEN ROBERT JONES
INMATE #50700
ICIO
381 W HOSPITAL DR
OROFINO ID 83544
RICH CHRISTENSEN
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE
E-mail to: rchristensen@co.kootenai.id.us
TYLER R NAFTZ
KOOTENAI COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER
E-mail to: tnaftz@kcgov.us
KENNETH K JORGENSEN
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL
CRIMINAL DIVISION
E-mail to: ecf@ag.idaho.gov

_______/S/__________________
MAGALI CEJA
Administrative Assistant
EAA/mc

4

